INTRODUCTION
Agency theorists interpret companies" strategies by analyzing the conflict arising from the separation between ownership and control (Shleifer & Vishny, 1997) . In fact, managers have a strong motivation to perform active acquisitions (mergers and acquisitions, M&As) (Miller, Le Breton-Miller, & Lester, 2010) , drawing on the company"s liquidity instead of distributing it to owners (Jensen, 1986) and thereby conflicting with shareholders" interests (Jensen & Meckling, 1976) . In so doing, managers aim to increase their personal prestige and fees (Wright, Kroll, Lado, & Van Ness, 2002) and to achieve private benefits (Ben-Amar & André, 2006 ). However, a high ownership concentration and owner-manager identification mitigate principalagent conflicts. Both characteristics are present in family firms (FFs) (Caprio, Croci, & Del Giudice, 2011) , as the family members are usually involved in ownership and management (Gnan & Songini, 2014) .
In contrast to agency theory, stewardship theory acknowledges the reduction of corporate governance conflicts in FFs (Davis, Schoorman, & Donaldson, 1997) . A high level of family involvement (FI) facilitates the overlap between a firm"s and a managers" objectives (Zahra, 2005) . From this perspective, managers are not self-interested but follow the company"s and the family"s interest (Le Breton- Miller & Miller, 2009) .
Although the two theories interpret managers" behavior by relying on different assumptions, they converge in the case of FFs, as they assume alignment between the objectives of the family, company, and management (Chrisman, Chua, Kellermanns, & Chang, 2007) . In this view, the strategic objectives of FFs, pursued via M&As, can diverge from those of other companies owing to the different level of family involvement ownership (FIO) and family involvement in management (FIM) (Chung, 2014) .
In addition, FFs" particular connotation represents a distinctive condition in the choice of strategy types (Oesterle, Richta, & Fisch, 2013) , such as diversification, concentration, or internationalization. In that sense, some acquisition strategies better represent a corporate culture aimed at risk reduction and company preservation (Chen & Yu, 2012) . In fact, some scholars consider diversifying or cross-border acquisitions as a way to reduce risk and create value (Miller et al., 2010 ; Feito-Ruiz & Menéndez-Requejo, 2012), while others view these strategies as a way to enhance professional managers" prestige (Oesterle et al., 2013) .
Although previous literature provides some evidence of the FI-internationalization linkage, this issue remains poorly explored (Zahra, 2003) . Recalling the stagnation view of family members, some scholars hypothesize a different internationalization propensity for FFs compared to non-family firms (NFFs) (Segaro, 2010; Calabrò, Torchia, Pukall, & Mussolino, 2013) . However, studies on this topic present contrasting evidence (Zahra, 2003 ; Sciascia, Mazzola, Astrachan, & Pieper, 2012 ) and ambiguous results with regard to these strategies" goals (Miller et al., 2010) .
In addition, agency conflict reduction arising from FI may be a determining factor for post-deal performance achievement. Capital markets positively receive family owner-manager alignment, resulting in better post-M&A performance (Anderson & Reeb, 2003a) . The alignment of interests ensures that family managers aim to select only good acquisitions (Bouzgarrou & Navatte, 2013) .
Despite the increasing attention in the literature to FFs" propensity to make acquisitions, the influence of the degree of FI in acquisition decisions is not clearly defined (Miller et al., 2010) , even though this influence is supposed to be a crucial factor for some strategic choices (Calabrò et al., 2013) . The research gap appears wider if we consider that the literature focuses less on the relationship between ownership, FI, and acquisition types. Following Oesterle et al. (2013) , we recognize the importance of investigating, from an agency perspective, the linkage between ownership identity and implemented strategies. In that regard, we focus both on the different types of behavior of FFs and NFFs and on the impact of the degree of FI on diversification, concentration, and internationalization strategies. To the best of our knowledge, there are no studies that investigate the relationship between concentrated acquisitions and FI. Moreover, considering the impact of FI on crossborder strategies, the literature is based mainly on a concept of internationalization that does not directly refer to cross-border acquisitions (i.e., exports, imports, and foreign distribution) (Sciascia et Our empirical analysis investigates these issues by adopting a sample of 141 Italian listed companies from 2005 to 2011, which includes the strongest effects of the global financial crisis, whereas most of the prior studies were developed under normal market conditions. The financial crisis may play an important role in the abovementioned strategic choices and in post-acquisition performance, for example, by limiting access to funding sources (Kestens, Van Cauwenberge, & Vander Bauwhede, 2012) .
The remainder of the paper is structured as follows. Section 2 shows the main research hypotheses supported by a literature analysis. Section 3 describes the data collection process and variables used for the empirical investigation. Section 4 presents the statistical methodology and the main results. Section 5 discusses the findings and limitations and propose directions for future research.
THEORETICAL BACKGROUND AND RESEARCH HYPOTHESES
2.1. Family firms, family involvement, and acquisition propensity from agency conflicts, the family nature and high ownership concentration (Morck, Shleifer, & Vishny, 1988) specific to FFs favor the formation of boards capable of supporting owners" decisions and of ensuring that executives act on behalf of the family (Gomez-Mejia, Cruz, Berrone, & De Castro, 2011), thereby reducing the principal-agent conflict. Considering that acquisitions embody the ownermanager agency conflict (Jensen, 1986; 1988) In addition, Corbetta and Salvato (2004) argue that FFs" willingness to pursue non-economic goals enhances the alignment of managers" goals with owners" interests. This aspect recalls the link between agency and stewardship theory with reference to FFs. Even though the two theories follow different assumptions, they converge regarding family owners" and managers" alignment of interests, both geared to the pursuit of nonfinancial goals. In this situation, agency conflict tends to zero and family managers act as family principal"s stewards (Chrisman et al., 2007 (Karim & Mitchell, 2000) and to risk reduction (Miller et al., 2010 Although FFs" reduction of agency conflict could facilitate the implementation of long-term strategies, such as internationalization (Harris, Martinez, & Ward, 1994; James, 1999) , previous studies show a lower preference for these strategies for companies with higher levels of FIO (Menéndez-Requejo, 2005; Sciascia et al., 2012) as a result of their lower risk appetite (Zahra, 2005) . Indeed, despite the ability to achieve favorable long-term performances (Zahra, 2003) , FFs fear difficult integration between companies operating in different countries and lack of accurate information regarding foreign markets (Sciascia et al., 2012 
Family firms, family involvement, and postacquisition performance
Previous literature underlines that family owners" and managers" goal alignment results in the more careful choice of targets (Bouzgarrou & Navatte, 2013) . According to Chen and Hsu (2009) Our literature analysis suggests that the linkage between the acquiring company"s family nature and its post-deal performance is an open question. In addition, the acquisition types (i.e. concentration, diversification, or internationalization) will affect performance differently. For that reason, we formulate the following non-directional hypothesis.
H5a: Being an FF influences post-M&A performance according to the acquisition type.
Focusing on FFs, we hypothesize different relationships when considering the extent of FIO and FIM. Some scholars (e.g., Claessens, Djankov, Fan, & Lang, 2002) recognize family owners" willingness to extract private benefits through M&As. From that perspective, Bauguess and Stegemoller (2008) find a negative relationship between FIO and postacquisition performance. Moreover, family managers do not hold suitable skills to manage such complex operations (managerial incompetence) and difficult post-acquisition integration processes (Zahra, 2005) compared to professional managers, limiting the success of the deal (Volpin, 2002; Ward, 2004) . Therefore, we expect better performances when FIM is lower. In particular, we follow the literature that assumes a positive impact on the post-deal performance of agency conflict reduction, owing to a higher level of FIO. In fact, Caprio et al. (2011) , find that contrasts between owners and managers result in negative market reactions to a deal"s announcement. At the same time, we aim to test if FIM, despite contributing to the reduction of agency conflicts, has a negative impact on the deals" output, due to scarce family managers" expertise and managerial honest incompetence (Chrisman et al., 2004) 
METHODOLOGY

Empirical research context
Our empirical analysis is performed on the Italian context, which represents an ideal scenario for the aims of this study. First, as shown in subsection 4.1 (descriptive statistics), there is a large number of family-controlled firms among Italian listed companies. Italian families are strongly committed to their businesses and are highly involved in management so that both the chairperson of the board of directors and the CEO are often part of the controlling family. Moreover, a large proportion of the controlling family"s wealth is invested in the company (Bianchi & Enriques, 1999; Volpin, 2002) . As a result, Italian controlling families tend to maintain long-term controlling interests in the firm (Miller & Le Breton-Miller, 2005) . For these reasons, Italy is an eligible candidate for the analysis of the impact of familiness on a company"s strategic choices.
Second, the Italian setting is suitable for studying acquisition strategies. Low investor protection (La Porta, Lopez-de-Silanes, Shleifer & Vishny, 1998), underdeveloped equity markets, and very high ownership concentration characterize Italian corporate governance regimes (Volpin, 2002) , increasing the risk of unsuccessful operations (FeitoRuiz & Menéndez-Requejo, 2010). In this context, minority shareholders need higher returns on their invested capital (Rossi & Volpin, 2004) .
Third, the global financial crisis particularly affected Italian companies, resulting in increased risk perception. This might contribute to a reduction in active deals and might favor passive acquisitions since it is more frequent to find undervalued target firms (Rossi & Volpin, 2004) . Considering the family nature of a company, Lins et al. (2013) show that during a crisis, FFs reduce investment more than NFFs do. As suggested by Wan and Yiu (2009), environmental shock can offer companies that are more farsighted some growth opportunities. Finally, according to the resource-based perspective, Karim and Mitchell (2000) show that acquisitions those enable a company to obtain valuable resources and capabilities represent a strategy for survival in crisis periods.
Research design and sample selection
While most studies illustrate the acquisition behavior of FFs as opposed to NFFs, this research adds an analysis within FFs. Hence, for each of the three main research issues (i.e., acquisition propensity, acquisition type, and acquisition performance), we first investigated whether it depends on being an FF (from H1a to H5a). Second, we went further by investigating the relationship between FI and acquisition activity (from H1b-c to H5b-c), using a set of variables proxying for the level of FIO and FIM, and thereby overcoming the definition of familiness as a dichotomous variable (Astrachan, Klein, & Smyrnios, 2002 . In order to identify the different strategies pursued by the acquiring companies, we compared the bidder"s and the target"s industry (based on the four-digit statistical classification of economic activities in the European Community, NACE REV. 2), and observed foreign target companies.
Therefore, an internationalization strategy is present when a cross-border acquisition is realized (i.e., the target operates abroad); a concentration strategy is present when the target company shows some horizontal or vertical relationships with the bidder, such as similar products and resource sharing, or when the two companies vertically integrate their activities (Amihud & Lev, 1981) ; finally, a conglomerate diversification strategy is present when the bidder and target companies have different core businesses (Miller et al., 2010; Chen & Yu, 2012 ).
1 Our data are derived from Bureau van Dijk's Zephyr merger and acquisition database (henceforth Zephyr), which also provides comprehensive coverage of European acquisition deals. According to Huyghebaert and Luypaert (2010) , Zephyr "covers deals of smaller value and has a better coverage of European transactions" (p. 395). This database was used also by Von Eije and Wiegerinck (2010), Craninckx and Huyghebaert (2011) , and De Beule and Duanmu (2012).
Data on family firms and FI
In order to distinguish FFs from NFFs, we considered both family ownership and family presence in management. According to our definition, FFs are those in which either: 1) shares held by the family are equal to at least 50% + 1 share of the capital (family ownership >0.5) (Bouzgarrou & Navatte, 2013); or 2) at least one of the family members holds a business interest of at least 20% (Klasa, 2007) and at least one of the family members participates in the board of directors (0.20≤family ownership≤0.50 and family board>0). We assumed that family members are those related by kinship, affinity, or marriage.
The choice of a high threshold for the family ownership in the first criterion is due to the characteristic of the Italian capital market (Barontini & Caprio, 2006; Zattoni, 1999) . The second criterion allows us to consider as FFs the companies that are family controlled with a relative majority but in which the family members participate in the board of directors. Therefore, we require that at least one family member is a shareholder (Caprio et al., 2011) and at least another family member is a member of the board of directors, following Corbetta and Tomaselli (1996) and Klein (2000) . These conditions provide us with a dichotomous variable assuming a value of 1 for FFs and 0 for NFFs. Then, we measured the level of FI by considering: 1) the FIO, that is, the percentage of shares owned by family members, and 2) the FIM, that is, the percentage of family members on the executive board. In this way, we can observe the impact on strategic choices of family participation in both the ownership and the decision-making process (e.g., Villalonga & Amit, 2006).
Regression models
In order to test the hypotheses related to both the acquisition propensity and type, we performed maximum-likelihood logit models, in which the dependent variable is the M&A strategy. However, when M&A is expressed as the yearly number of operations (H1), we used ordered, multinomial logistic regression, and GLS, for the ordered and unordered categorical and continuous measure of the dependent variable, respectively. On the other hand, when M&A is observed in terms of the type of strategy (H2, H3, and H4) , we adopted only multinomial logistic regression, where the dependent variable is coded as one of four categories: no M&A strategy, diversification strategy, concentration strategy, and internationalization strategy. Specifically, hypotheses H1a to H4a comparing FFs to NFFs were tested using the following general regression equation:
To explore if the propensity to implement a given M&A strategy is higher (lower) among FFs, and thereby test hypotheses H1b-c to H4b-c, we replaced the dummy variable by two continuous variables, F_OWN and F_EXE. Finally, to test the relationship between FFs, NFFs, and performance (H5a), we adopted the following general regression equation 3.
Again, the dummy variable F_FIRM was replaced by the two continuous variables, F_OWN and F_EXE, when we tested the relationship between FI and performance, that is, H5b-c. Table 1 describes the dependent, independent, and control variables included in the abovementioned regression models.
All variables were winsorized at 1% and 99% in order to reduce the impact of outlier values. We measure M&A performance under a multidimensional approach, along with both market and accounting dimension on a medium-term scale that is one year after the acquisition vis-a-vis one year before the conclusion, with zero being the year of M&A (e.g. Morosini & Singh, 1994 Positively related to specialization strategies (Trasobares & Gorriz, 2015) , and international sales (Zahra, 2003 4. RESULTS Because the Chi 2 value is significant at 5% (the distributions are different), we could claim that there is a relationship between being an FF and the number of M&As, enabling the differences between FFs and NFFs to be explored further. Table 4 shows descriptive statistics and Pearson correlations for both the full sample (Panel A) and the FF sample (Panel B). In the full sample, the number of M&As is negatively and significantly correlated to the dummy variable proxying for FFs (F_FAM), while the type of acquisition strategy is not significantly correlated to F_FAM. Most control variables are significantly correlated to the main of variables of interest with the expected signs. Interestingly, the number and type of M&As are all negatively and significantly correlated to the variable proxying for the years of the financial crisis. As for the restricted sample of FFs, the results are very similar. Although FIO is not correlated to the other variables of interest, FIM is correlated to the number of M&As. For the sake of brevity, we do not show the correlation matrix of variables included in the sub-sample adopted for performing Eq. 3. 
Descriptive statistics
Multivariate analysis
In order to test the hypotheses formulated in Section 2, we adopted a set of different models, both logistic and linear. First, we used an RE panel regression model given that our data were both cross-sectional and longitudinal and that RE were found to be present in the data. (2006), who similarly find RE in their panel data of FFs, we theoretically assumed that the RE estimator is justified because there is no reason to believe that any unobserved variables captured by the composite error term are correlated with the regressors.
As for acquisition propensity testing H1a, Model 1 of Table 5 shows the results of a preliminary analysis using a simple binary logit regression model. Although F_FIRM has a positive sign, so that FFs would be more likely to perform M&As than NFFs, this relationship is not statistically significant. However, we undertook a more in-depth analysis by considering multiple M&As, including the possibility of having more than one M&A in a single year. We first considered this variable as ordered categorically (Model 2). The reported likelihood ratio test (85.21~Chi 2 (1), p<.000) shows that there is enough variability between firms to favor an RE ordered logistic regression over a standard ordered logistic regression (not tabulated). The greater is the number of M&As, the lower is the probability of being implemented by an FF, and we found the expected negative but still not significant relationship for the F_FIRM variable. Then, we considered M&As as a continuous variable, that is a yearly total number of M&As (Model 3). Again, results of the RE GLS regression model show a negative sign but no statistical significance.
Finally, we considered M&As as an unordered variable, that is, all levels within the variable are equivalent in terms of importance (Model 4). The probability that an FF performed a number of M&As ranging between 0 and 4 or more was distributed in four classes and modeled using Stata"s feature for generalized linear latent and mixed models (GLLAMM) (Rabe-Hesketh, Pickles, & Skrondal, 2001), an estimation that is becoming more commonly used in social sciences, and specifying the multinomial logit link. The multinomial logit model with RE enabled us to overcome the endogeneity problem and control for the unobserved heterogeneity, obtaining a more accurate approximation and drawing causal inferences (Hsiao, 1985) . Specifically, while both Gauss-Hermite quadrature and adaptive quadrature might be used to estimate multinomial logit cases, adaptive quadrature is considered advantageous in terms of accuracy because it uses posterior RE distribution in the estimation process so that it is more reliable than other methods.
Interestingly, this additional and sophisticated model using the GLLAMM approach shows a statistically significant difference between FFs and NFFs. When more than one M&A is performed, FFs are less likely to implement acquisition strategies than NFFs, and this expected relationship is stronger (significant at .05) when the number of M&As is higher than (or equal to) four. Therefore, it is possible to infer that in our sample over a threshold of just one M&A, FFs realize a lower number of M&As than NFFs. To ease the interpretation of the results, we reported odds ratios rather than coefficients. Therefore, the propensity to realize, for example, four or more M&A deals for a year (vs. no M&As at all) is about 72% [(.281 -1)*100)] lower for FFs relative to NFFs (or, similarly, about 3,6 times more for NFFs [1/.281)]), other things being equal. Therefore, we can confirm our H1a. Among control variables, BETA and CRISIS are strongly related to the different proxies of the dependent variable. BETA has a positive sign, so the higher is the operational risk, the higher is the probability to perform M&As, while CRISIS shows an expected negative sign, so that during the financial crisis years (2009) (2010) (2011) , this probability drops, except for the case of four or more M&As. Table 6 shows the results of the abovementioned analyses performed only on the sub-sample of FFs. However, since for multinomial logit regression some variables proxying for FI were found with no values within the last M&A category, in order to avoid an overfitting problem, we had to merge the second and third categories of M&As. Overall, the signs of F_OWN and F_EXE are negative, as expected. Again, while simple binary or ordered logit regressions (Models 1 and 2) do not produce significant (or only weak) results, by adopting a GLLAMM (Model 4), we found negative and significant relationships between the proxies of FI and the propensity to perform M&As.
Specifically, the higher is the presence of family members in ownership for one M&A, and in the executive committee for two or more M&As, the lower is the number of M&As performed. By numbers, this means that an increase of 1% of FIO (FIM) leads to a reduction of about 86% (83%) of the odds to perform one (two or more) M&As. In summary, with regard to the impact of FI on the acquisition propensity, we could confirm hypotheses H1b and H1c. Moving to acquisition strategy type, Table 7 shows the results of RE panel multinomial logistic regression of M&A strategies on the dichotomous variable proxying for FFs versus NFFs. Again, we modeled the determinants of the company"s alternative M&A strategy choice with a multinomial logit model with random unobserved heterogeneity in a panel set to account for unobserved individual company effects. Specifically, Model 1 considered M&As across the three different strategies in an aggregate view. In this case, we found no evidence of statistically significant differences between FFs and NFFs, whatever the M&A strategy. However, when we disaggregated concentric vs. conglomerate diversification strategies, as well as horizontal vs. vertical (in turn, forward vs. backward) concentration strategies (Model 2), a negative expected relationship was found between being an FF and the odds of performing a concentric M&A (H2a was accepted). Again, Table 8 shows the results of the abovementioned analyses performed only on the sub-sample of FFs. However, differently from Table 7 , the reduced number of observations did not allow us to disaggregate the three main acquisition strategies. Overall, the higher is the FIO, the lower is the probability of performing strategies of diversification (H2b was accepted) and internationalization (H4b-c were accepted). Finally, with regard to post-acquisition performance, Table 9 shows the results of the performance (proxied by a change in both CAR and sales-on-assets ratio) regressed on F_FIRM (Models 1-2) and FI proxies (Models 3-4). All models used robust errors clustered for both company and year (Gow, Ormazabal, & Taylor, 2010) .
FFs do not differ from NFFs with regard to post-acquisition performance and the acquisition type does not affect the performance, except for a weak and positive impact of diversification on accounting-based performance. However, we find that the relationship between CAR and diversification strategies is significantly and negatively moderated by the family firm variable. Thus, family firms experience a lower performance in terms of CAR when the number of diversification strategies increase (H5a can be accepted). This result is consistent with Morck, Shleifer and Vishny"s (1990) study, who find acquisitions with a diversifying character generally destroy shareholder wealth.
In addition, when we look at the subsample of family firms, while diversification strategies positively affect sales-on-assets ratio, the significant and positive interaction term between FIO and diversification means that accounting performance increases when family involvement in ownership is higher. Finally, a weak and positive interaction is found for FIM and concentration strategies (H5b-c were accepted).
Although our results are mixed as to the performance measure adopted, this is quite expected considering the relevant difference between market-based and accounting-based performance measures. When multiple dimensions are used, the M&A scholars frequently compare market and accounting types of measures and test the convergence of results across the measures. However, it does not make sense to compare market measures such as CAR (a prediction of future company performance) with accounting measures (a measure of historical performance). This represents a common mistake since reaching a consensus upon the M&A measurement is not possible or desirable (Meglio & Risberg, 2011) .
In addition, our results are not significant as to acquisition strategies. Previous research found that M&As do not create value for all the stakeholders (Datta et al., 1992) . In addition, sometimes the integration process fails to produce the expected benefits because there are no true synergies to be had from an acquisition, such as in the case of acquisitions driven by issues of agency and selfserving behaviour of managers (Kroll et al., 1997) or when M&As have other goals than increasing shareholder value, such as in the case of family firms. However, we contribute to previous research by introducing interaction terms and detecting new relationships between acquisition strategies and familiness. 
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION
Firms" family nature, such as FI degree, aids understanding of companies" strategic behavior. Given the special connotation of agency conflict in FFs (Chrisman et al., 2004; , our study aimed to investigate if the aforementioned FFs" peculiarities affect their acquisition behavior as well as postacquisition performance in the Italian context, in a period in which the financial crisis occurred. In order to deepen our analysis, we considered an issue that has been less detailed in previous studies: strategy type (diversifying, integrated, and crossborder M&As).
First, we guessed whether FFs have a different acquisition propensity to NFFs. After selecting the GLLAMM approach for its stronger methodological power, we found that over the threshold of just one M&A, FFs realize a lower number of M&A than NFFs. This result is aligned with other authors" empirical evidence demonstrating a lower propensity for M&As by FFs (e.g. Miller et al., 2010; Caprio et al., 2011) .
Our analysis suggests that the family business model facilitates pursuing family goals oriented toward the preservation of firms (Shepherd & Zahra, 2003) and SEW (Chrisman et al., 2004 ; Gomez-Mejia et al., 2007), rather than toward the implementation of risky deals (Miller et al., 2010; Calabrò et al., 2013) . In fact, the agency conflict mitigation and the family owners" and managers" entrenchment (Chrisman et al., 2007) , contribute to a differentiation of the strategic behavior of FFs and of NFFs, resulting in a lower number of concluded M&As for FFs (Le Breton- Miller & Miller, 2009 ). An interesting result arises from the analysis of the control variables. In fact, we found that during the financial crisis years, the probability of M&A implementation decreased, except for the case of four or more M&A.
However, our analysis shows that this strategy is pursued mainly by intensive buyer companies. The results regarding the impact of FI on M&As strengthened this result. In fact, the higher is the FIO and FIM, the lower is the number of M&As (Bauguess & Stegemoller, 2008; Miller et al., 2010; Calabrò et al., 2013) . This result suggests that strategic behavior is not generalizable to all FFs: FFs have different M&A propensity in relation to FI degree. In that sense, we provided empirical evidence that FI incentivizes the alignment of interests between family owners and management, thereby reducing agency conflict (Ho & Kang, 2013; Wang, 2006) .
Considering M&A types, we did not find that being an FF influences the realization of different strategies, even though concentric diversification strategies are less likely to be performed by FFs. In addition, we found that a higher FIO is related to a lower probability to perform diversification and cross-border M&As. (2010) show that, due to the higher risk of failure as a consequence of the concentration of ownership in family firms, the negative relation between the family control and the overall diversification is attenuated by the increase of the business risk and of the performance hazard. International diversification, instead, is favoured in FFs only when performance hazard increases. Specifically, studies in agency theory show that the increase of family ownership promotes unrelated M&As, as this facilitates risk reduction (Miller et al. 2010) . Shifting from the agency theory to the behavioural agency theory perspective, Gomez-Mejia et al. (2018) demonstrate that, when family firms operate in a vulnerability condition, they choice related M&As less than NFFs, in order to take advantage of the financial perspectives associated with these strategies.
Moreover, since our analysis shows that the higher is the family presence in the management, the lower is the probability of performing crossborder M&As, an entrenchment effect does exist, leading managers to behave as family stewards, thereby avoiding the M&A type considered risky.
Finally, although post-M&A performances do not differ when comparing FFs and NFFs, we found that a moderating role of FFs exists in explaining the impact of diversifying strategies on performance. This result does corroborate that the family business model affects the results of the implemented strategies.
Our study contributes to the literature on FFs, analysing their propensity to develop important strategies, such as M&As, in the Italian context during a period of severe financial crisis. We make a twofold contribution since our study undertakes both a comparison of FFs and NNFs and an analysis to investigate the impact of FIO and FIM on the strategic decisions of FFs. Previous studies devoted to the study of FFs" strategic behaviour have not investigated the role of the family involvement in the choice of the type of strategy to be implemented (Sraer & The comparative analysis of different types of strategies and post-M&A performance is another relevant contribution. In fact, previous studies in the field of FFs and M&As (Gomez-Mejia et al., 2014; 2018) considered FFs performances as possible determinants of the decision to acquire or not and as to which type of diversification should be implemented in a SEW perspective.
